
UNIT TATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTI<AoENCY

SVMHOL

JUN I " '•-»
Ms* Shannon K. CraigProgran Managert PreviouslyOwned Properties
Keystone Environmental Services, Inc.436 Seventh Avenue, Suite 1940Pittsburgh, PA 15219
3e; Second Draft RI Report * South Cavalcade Site
Sear Ms. Craig;
! have reviewed the second draft Remedial investigation report, and amby this letter transmitting ay comments. Overall, the report shows adefinite improvement over the first draft, 'tost of the initial contnentson the first draft were addressed in full by the second draft.
However, there are still two areas which need further careful thought.The first is in the discussion of ground water contamination. Chapter 4notes three distinct ground water units: shallow, internediate, anddeep. The previously defined "upper intermediate" unit Is now consideredas interspersed sand lenses within the intornediate aquitard. As youciay remenber, I had suggested that interpretation of the data after
review of the first draft with hydrogeologists at tPA and COM. However,Chapter 7 co.-nblnes the contaminant concentrations in these lenses withthe contaminant concentrations in the shallow aquifer, and calls thecombination the "shallow" ground water. This is an inconsistency, andonly confuses the reader.
I suggest that you add an explanation to describe in detail why you combinedthe data. I "understand the purpose was to be able to portray the verticalattenuation in ground water concentrations within the subsection relatingto the shallow aquifer. You nust clarify this purpose.
Second, the data summaries In Chapter 9 do not agree with the data tablesin the Volume 3 or Chapter 7 appendices. I understand that soete of thedifferences may be explained by the revised QA/QC analysis, and that theVolume 3 appendices do not yet incorporate these revisions. However, thedata In Chapter 7 do reflect the QA/QC revisions, and the number of detec-tions stated in Chapter 9 do not always correspond with the number ofdetections In the Chapter 7 appendices. I found differences in number ofdetections, nunber of sanples.arKfcrmm»effccrf "J" va l u e s ^ r ou neeo to prthese tables- J ^ r~——————
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In addition, I have enclosed o list of typographical errors, points re-
2?!ri?L02c °P *w° further sentences of explanation, and coments out-standing fron the first draft (mostly on the Volune 2 and 3appendices) .
H1th Urn short tins luft until the final report is due to EPA. 1 sunaes*
^ vo» Set up a call httween Di l l Tohin, you, and me to discuss theseUpon your sugqestion. 1 will directly send Bill a copy of this

Sincerely yours,

. Pendergast, °.ndencdial PP.oject Manager

Enclosure
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cc: » • • Tobin, Kceride-RatcliffJ. Srown, Texas Water Cownission
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COHHEWTS OH VilLUHE I OF THE DRAFT R! REPORT
Pa_r_ Line Comment

t - - - - -

2 vi 2
3 x Z
« x 3

5 x Hi

& zvi a
7 tv i l 1

6 1 - 9 3
10 2 - 1 6 1
U Tafc io 3
12 3-29 2

13 3-43 I 10
U Figure 4 - 1 1

F igure 4 - 1 2
IS 4-36 1

16 Sect ion 5 . 3 . 4

17 Section 5 . 4 , 4

10 7-2 Bul l e t s

19 7-2 2

a l i s t of acronyms.

Add discuss ion aoout general ground water f low direct ion.
Correct the range of copper concentrations.

whwhen "* surf ic ia l contaainant sourcemining was noted at 44 locations?

*Saaple * 1 .
two" w i t h "one".

-
C.S»nje "Ncrih" to "South".
Change "psrant" to

tA

Oo

„. , ; , P06, P07 and CT-OW-01 a lso her,

There is a f t i s c i ng l ine of text .
The f igures are exhaust ive , but unclear. Provide a betUrqual i ty reproduct ion .

Can we add the estiaateti discharge rate and durat ion ofthis t e a k?

Are there any conclusions regarding potent ia l source areas
of corre lat ions with contaminated so i l s or groundvater?
The section should include discussion of potent ia l source
areas, re lat ionsh ip to surface water r e s u l t s * andcomparison to background leve ls .
Sect ion 4.3 defines the Intermediate water unit as being
in soi l unit 3, not so i l unit 2. Be consistent.
Chapter 7 combines for discussion purposes the sha l low
veils and the we l t s previous ly defined as being in the
upper intermediate aquifer. This is somewhat confusing.
Add & sentence to say that you are combining these datainto the discuss ion for the sha l low aquifer.
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COMMENT;

$2- gage Far Line
20 7-3 Notes
21 -M2 3 5

22 Sect ion 7.5

23 7- 18 i 6
2* 7 - 16 Bor i ng s

26 7- 19
1()

27 ?-2i 3

28 7-22 2 5
29 Sect ion 7 . 9 . 1

30 7-42 Bor ings
31 7-42 2 2
32 7-42 2 3
33 7-44 Bu l l e t s

34 7-44

35 7-44 2 1

36 7-46 1

37 8- 12 2 13

ON VOLUME i OF" THE DRAFT RI REPORT continued
Comment

Why is the cyanide QA/QC omitted?

We had agreed to de lete the sentence on the " fa i r l y
cons istent" resu l ts because of we l l MW- 16 .
Given that MCL' s or HCLG's ex ist for three of the detected
vo lat i l e organ i c compounds, why aren ' t vo lat i l e organicresu l t s for grounduater d i scussed?
Appendix 7A shows 6 detect ions, not 5.
Add A 14-SB06 to the l i s t .
Appendix 7B snows 13 no detect ions of PAHs, not 16.
Were the ncn-aqueous phase l iqu ids noted in U e l ! CAV-OU1 1
l i gh ter or denser than water? This has s ign i f i cantimp ! I cat ions for so lute transport .
The word ing is confus ing bec<uj/se you use the term "paired
w e l t s " to def ine the deeper w e l l s . Rephrase to say you
are compar ing adjacent we l l s located in two d i f f e r en t
water units to show ve r t i c a l attenuat ion .
Change "were <AVOC > " to NAVOC) were" .

It should be noted that 4 of the 5 Unit 4 soi l samples
d iscussed here are located outs ide of the s i te boundary.
Add A03-SBC5 to the l i s t .
Where are the PAHs m igra t i ng f rom?

Dele te A03-SB05; the bor ing indicates PAHs at 55 feet .
Ident i fy the l eve l s of surrogate and laboratory responses
which you used to determine the presence of contamination.
This shou ld be s im i l a r to the discuss ion on page^-41.
Add a map and discuss ion for vo lat i l e s and meta l s .
Use "combined" instead of "compos i ted" ; composited impl iessomething other than combin ing informat ion.
What accounts for off- s i t e migrat ion of PAH compounds to
the southeast? According to Figure 4-6 and the
grounduater contour maps in Appendix !, Volume 3, this is
in the upgradient and updlp direction.

The last part of the paragraph is confusing. One sentence
states that it is imposs ib le to evaluate col lect ion e f f i -
ciency whereas the next sentence says it is sat isfactory.
Reword to c lar ify the points you are making.
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COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 OF THE DRAFT R! REPORT continued
SiS. Pagg -par Line Comment
36 Fig 9-2

39 Tab 9-4
Tab 9-5
Tab 9-6
Tab 9-7

We had agreed to replace Figure 9-2 with a map showing the
surficiai contamination and the paved areas.
There are discrepancies between the Chapter 7 appendices
and these tab les ,

-- ditto --
-- ditto --

COMMENTS ON VOLUME 2 OF THE DRAFT ft I REPORT
.P. Page Far Line Comment ____._________.. ______
1 Appendix G Add the 9/17/86 l o t * * - *—— '--
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COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT Rl REPORT
Far Lane

1 A-t Table

2 4-6 Figure

3 C-l i

t-1 1
-2 Note 2

C-3

7 C-3

8 C-4

9 C-6
Tab l e
3 13

10 C- l i i 1
11 C- l l i

C- l l 3
12 E-9
13 J- l

Table

1* Append ix L
15 Appendix Q
16 Appendix R

17 Appendix S

18 Appendix S

19 Appendix S

State why sample A14-SBG3- 19 has a hydraul ic conduct ivity
two orders of magnitude greater than others .
Ue fee l that the 51 foot sample for SCK-P05 is a clayey
sand as stated in Appendix F and nearby boring A26-S803.

i Uhat measure was evaluated? This paragraph imp l i e s mag-n itude; the statement discusses presence.
1 How was agreement on negat ive corre la t i on s used?

Uhat is this de s c r i b i ng?

Ident i fy in th is paragraph a h igh value from the data.
This is needed for compar ison to the low values d iscussed.
Ue do not be l i eve you have suff i c i ent data to make any
s ta t i s t i ca l l y s i gn i f i can t statement about x-ray f l uore-
scence. However , ue agree that your data shows that x-ray
f luorescence is not a proven method for this s i te .
The "zero" for zinc should be "4".
I n ser t "tota l aromat i c hydrocarbons' * a f t e r " samp l e s " .
The f i r s t part of the sentence is m i s s i ng .
Shou the data r egard i ng the rep l i ca tes .

n ft M n n H

The data are m i s s i ng from the tab l e .
The hydraul ic conduct iv i ty test procedure is quest ionable .
If stat ic water leve ls are above the top of the confined
aqu ifer , the process of "saturat ing" the test zone Is
unnecessary and creates an art i f i c i a l stat ic head < H ) .
Add the we l l records for w e l l s 407, 406, and 438.
Some of the unit number ass ignments appear inconsistent.
Add the va l idat ion status for each sample .

Is the 2-methylnaphthalene value for A13-SB01 - 10 correct?Al so , the 2-nitrophenol and 2,4-d imethy lpheno l values
disagree with Appendix R, Volume 3 for sample MU12-001.

Blank contamination is not discussed in the text. How wasit incorporated Into the evaluation of sampl ing resu l t s?
Doesn ' t the high lead blank (SW08-01 ) make the lead re-su lts only qua l i tat ive?
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